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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 11-13, 15-20, 22-24, 27-28, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Long et al. (US 6,735,797) in light of Ruehl (US 5,790,997), 
and in further view of Cutler et al. (US 6,375,630). Long et al. disclose a driver's cab for 
a utility vehicle provided with a sleeping area which has a mattress. While Long et al. 
do disclose a mattress (15), Long et al. are silent to whether the mattress is a multipart 
cushion. Primarily, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to apply 
such multipart construction with the invention to Long et al., in order to prevent 
"bunching-up" of the mattress at the vertices. This is further evidenced by Ruehl et al. 
whom teach a multipart mattress cushion (8, 10, 12) mounted on an articulating bed. 
Long et al. and Ruehl are analogous because they are from the same problem solving 
area, i.e. adjustable supports. It would have been obvious to modify the invention to 
Long et al. with the mutlipart cushion of Ruehl. The motivation would have been to 
prevent "pinching/bunching-up" at the vertices of the mattress (when the individual 
sections are articulated), thereby increasing the comfort level of the user. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to modify the invention to Long et al. as specified in claim 1 . 
Accordingly, Long et al. as modified, teaches a first cushion part (above section 76 of 
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Long) designed as a head cushion, a second cushion part (above section 80 of Long) 
designed as a foot cushion, and a third cushion part (above section 88 of Long) 
designed as a back cushion. However, Long et al. do not teach a massage device. 
Cutler et al. teach a massage device (e.g. 1 0, 1 2) in a back cushion (20 or 22), which by 
vibrating movements, is designed to massage a back region of a person lying in the 
sleeping area. It would have been obvious to include the massage device of Cutler et 
al. with the invention to Long et al. The motivation would have been to increase the 
comfort level of the user, e.g. by alleviating back pain, etc. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to modify the invention to Long et al. as specified in claim 1 . 

In regards to claim 12, the back cushion which is a massage device is 
interchangeable. 

With regards to claims 13 and 24, the massage device is designed as an 
electrically, pneumatically, or hydraulically operated massage device. 

Regarding claims 15 and 27-28, the foot cushion has a leg support surface which 
can be adjusted by way of a lifting device (Long: 30). 

In regards to claim 16, the lifting device is designed to be integrated into the foot 
cushion (Long: see figure 2). 

With regards to claim 17, while Long et al. is silent to whether the multipart 
mattress cushion is arranged such that it rests on a storage box, Long et al. do disclose 
that the mutlipart mattress cushion is arranged on a flat surface (Long: 12), and as 
shown in figure 1 , such flat surface is clearly capable of being a storage box. Thus, it 
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would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to arrange the mattress 
cushion on a storage box, in order to save room inside the cab. 

In regards to claim 18, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to include an electric connection in the storage box for supplying the massage 
device with power (since the massage system requires an electrical connection to 
operate), in order to simultaneously power the massage system while hiding the 
wires/components of the system. 

Regarding claim 19, the massage device has a control device (Cutler: 36) which 
has a plurality of preselectable massage program sequences, a preselectable timer, or 
both a plurality of preselectable massage program sequences and a preselectable 
timer. 

In regards to claim 20, the head cushion, the foot cushion, and the back cushion 
are at the same height so that, when the supporting surface for the mattress cushions is 
flat, a flat reclining surface is produced. 

With regards to claim 22, the mutlipart mattress cushion adjoins a wall of the 
driver's cab (Long: see figure 1 ). 

In regards to claim 23, while Long et al. are silent to whether the driver's cab has 
an electric, pneumatic, or hydraulic connection, such would have been within an 
ordinary level of skill in the art, since most conventional devices use some sort of 
electrical connection. Thus, it would have been obvious to include such a connection 
within the driver's cab, in order to use/power the massage system. 
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Regarding claim 30, Long et al. as modified, teaches a mutlipart mattress 
adapted for use in a driver's cab for a utility vehicle provided with a sleeping area, 
comprising: a first cushion (above section 76 of Long) part designed as a head cushion, 
a second cushion part (above section 80 of Long) designed as a foot cushion, and a 
third cushion part (above section 88 of Long) designed as a back cushion, wherein the 
back cushion is a massage device (Cutler: 10, 12) which, by vibrating movements, is 
designed to massage a back region of a person lying on the sleeping area. 

3. Claims 14, 25-26, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Long et al. (US 6,735,797) in view of Ruehl (US 5,790,997) and 
Cutler et al. (US 6,375,630) as applied to claim 1 1 , and in further view of Frydman (US 
6,345,401). Long et al. as modified, teaches the inventions of claims 11-13. However, 
Long et al. as modified, does not teach wherein the head cushion has a neck support. 
Frydman teaches a head cushion (20) comprising an economically shaped neck 
support (22, or 24). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
include a neck support (similar to that of Frydman) within the head cushion of Long et 
al. The motivation would have been to support the natural contour of the cervical spine 
of the user, thereby increasing the comfort level of the user. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to modify the invention to Long et al. as specified in claims 14 and 25-26. 

In regards to claim 29, the foot cushion has a leg support surface which can be 
adjusted in height by way of a lifting device (Long: 30). 

4. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Long et 
al. (US 6,735,797) in view of Ruehl (US 5,790,997) and Cutler et al. (US 6,375,630) as 
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applied to claim 15, and in further view of Anderson et al. (US 4,144,601). Long et al. 
as modified, teach the invention of claim 15. However, Long et al. as modified, do not 
teach wherein the lifting device is a scissors-type lifting device. Anderson et al. teach 
an adjustable bed comprising a scissors-type lifting device (20a, 20b). Long et al. and 
Anderson et al. are analogous because they are from the same problem solving area, 
i.e. adjustable supports. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
include the scissors-type lifting device of Anderson with the invention to Long et al. The 
motivation would have been to provide an alternative expedient to raise/lower the foot 
cushion of Long et al. Therefore, it would have been obvious to modify the invention to 
Long et al. as specified in claim 21 . 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JONATHAN J. LIU whose telephone number is 
(571)272-8227. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 8 
am - 5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Peter Cuomo can be reached on (571) 272-6856. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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